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- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
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3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Drawings 

1. The drawings are objected to because Figure 2 includes a circle that is labeled as "1". 
This is a reference number that was also used to indicate the centralizer thus couldn't be used to 
indicate another feature. Since the Brief Description of Figure 1 indicates that this circle is a 
"section line", it is suggested that the label of the circle be changed to 1-1 or the Brief 
Description of Figure 1 be changed to indicate that the figure is an enlarged perspective view 
taken at the circle shown in Figure 2. Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 
1.121(d) are required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any 
amended replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate 
prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure number 
of an amended drawing should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure is to be 
canceled, the appropriate figure must be removed from the replacement sheet, and where 
necessary, the remaining figures must be renumbered and appropriate changes made to the brief 
description of the several views of the drawings for consistency. Additional replacement sheets 
may be necessary to show the renumbering of the remaining figures. Each drawing sheet 
submitted after the filing date of an application must be labeled in the top margin as either 
"Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not 
accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective 
action in the next Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

2. The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1 .84(p)(5) because they 
do not include the following reference sign(s) mentioned in the description: 32. Corrected 
drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1 . 121(d) are required in reply to the Office action to 
avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended replacement drawing sheet should include 
all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is 
being amended. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an application must be 
labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 
1.121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be notified and 
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informed of any required corrective action in the next Office action. The objection to the 
drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

3. The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1 .84(p)(5) because they 
include the following reference character(s) not mentioned in the description: 35. Corrected 
drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d), or amendment to the specification to add 
the reference character(s) in the description in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(b) are required in 
reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended replacement 
drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the 
sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing 
date of an application must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New 
Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the 
applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next Office 
action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Specification 

4. The abstract of the disclosure is objected to because the last sentence of the abstract 
includes purported merits. Correction is required. See MPEP § 608.01(b). 

5 . Applicant is reminded of the proper content of an abstract of the disclosure. 

A patent abstract is a concise statement of the technical disclosure of the patent and 
should include that which is new in the art to which the invention pertains. If the patent is of a 
basic nature, the entire technical disclosure may be new in the art, and the abstract should be 
directed to the entire disclosure. If the patent is in the nature of an improvement in an old 
apparatus, process, product, or composition, the abstract should include the technical disclosure 
of the improvement. In certain patents, particularly those for compounds and compositions, 
wherein the process for making and/or the use thereof are not obvious, the abstract should set 
forth a process for making and/or use thereof. If the new technical disclosure involves 
modifications or alternatives, the abstract should mention by way of example the preferred 
modification or alternative. 
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The abstract should not refer to purported merits or speculative applications of the 
invention and should not compare the invention with the prior art. 
Where applicable, the abstract should include the following: 

(1) if a machine or apparatus, its organization and operation; 

(2) if an article, its method of making; 

(3) if a chemical compound, its identity and use; 

(4) if a mixture, its ingredients; 

(5) if a process, the steps. 

Extensive mechanical and design details of apparatus should not be given. 

6. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: a portion of the 
disclosure appears to be missing as page 10 does not end with a complete sentence. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

7. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

8. Claims 13 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 

' regards as the invention. 

Claims 13 and 20 are considered indefinite because the last line of both claims 
recite "with at least three of said plurality of spacer lugs removably engaging said 
centralizer hub" and the spacer lugs are described early in each claim as all being 
removably engaged with the centralizer hub. Therefore, it is unclear how only a portion 
of them need be removably engaged with the hub. 


Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

9. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
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A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

10. Claims 1, 2, 9, and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Terry 
(US 6,516,877). 

Regarding claim J: Terry discloses a multi-unit centralizer that includes a 
centralizer hub having a plurality of hub subunits 12a, 12b removably engaging each 
other and at least one spacer lug 20 removably engaging each of the subunits (Figure 4). 

Regarding claim 2: Each of the subunits includes at least one flange groove and 
each of the spacer lugs includes a lug flange that slidably engages the flange groove 
(Figures 1 and 2). 

Regarding claim 9: The flange groove and lug flange are dovetailed with the lug 
flange having wings and a lug blade extending between the wings. 

Regarding claim 22: Terry further discloses the method for using that above 
centralizer where the method involves providing the above parts, assembling the 
centralizer on a tubing string, and lowering the tubing string and centralizer into the 
wellbore. 


Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

11. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 


12. Claims 3-8, 10-12, 18, and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Terry in view of Evans (US 3,963,075). 


Application/Control Number: 10/662,203 
Art Unit: 3672 


Page 6 


Regarding claims 3, 10: Terry discloses all of the limitations of the above claims 
except for the centralizer including at least one clamp that is removably engaged with the 
subunits and the lugs to secure the assembly. 

Evans discloses a centralizer similar to that of Terry. Evans further teaches 
extending a plurality of clamps 24 through a centralizer unit 20 and spacer lugs 40. 
Though it is not specifically disclosed that the clamps are removable, the clamps could be 
forcibly removed by a variety of means thus are considered to be removable. 

It would have been considered obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time the invention was made, to have modified the centralizer of Terry to include the 
clamps taught by Evans in order to have provided a means for not only securing the 
centralizer to the tubing but also ensuring that the spacer lugs were not forced from the 
grooves into which they were placed by a frictional build up between the lugs and the 
wellbore wall. 

Regarding claims 4, 6, 19: Each of the subunits includes at least one flange 
groove and each of the spacer lugs includes a lug flange that slidably engages the flange 
groove (Figures 1 and 2). 

Regarding claims 5, 7, 10, 11: The clamps of Evans are positioned in clamp 
grooves formed in the unit and clamp slots formed in the lugs as shown in Figure 3 where 
it is shown that the clamps are seated in the clamp groove in the unit and extend through 
the clamp slot in the lugs. 

Regarding claim 18: Terry discloses a multi-unit centralizer that includes a 
centralizer hub having a plurality of hub subunits 12a, 12b removably engaging each 
other and at least one spacer lug 20 removably engaging each of the subunits (Figure 4). 

Terry discloses all of the limitations of the above claims except for the subunits 
include clamp grooves, the lugs including clamp slots, and at least one band clamp being 
removably seated in the grooves and extending through the slots. 

Evans discloses a centralizer similar to that of Terry. Evans further teaches 
extending a plurality of clamps 24 through a centralizer unit 20 and spacer lugs 40. The 
clamps of Evans are positioned in clamp grooves formed in the unit and clamp slots 
formed in the lugs as shown in Figure 3 where it is shown that the clamps are seated in 
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the clamp groove in the unit and extend through the clamp slot in the lugs. Though it is 
not specifically disclosed that the clamps are removable, the clamps could be forcibly 
removed by a variety of means thus are considered to be removable. 

It would have been considered obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time the invention was made, to have modified the centralizer of Terry to include the 
clamps taught by Evans in order to have provided a means for not only securing the 
centralizer to the tubing but also ensuring that the spacer lugs were not forced from the 
grooves into which they were placed by a frictional build up between the lugs and the 
wellbore wall. 

13. Claims 13, 14, 17, and 23-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 

over Terry in view of Tighe (US 4,076,084). 

Regarding claim 13: Terry discloses a multi-unit centralizer that includes a 
centralizer hub having a plurality of hub subunits 12a, 12b that are all removably 
engaging each other and a plurality of spacer lug 20 removably and interchangeably 
engaging each of the subunits (Figure 4) where the lugs have an attachment edge that 
engages the subunits and an outer edge spaced form the attachment edge thus defining a 
radial dimension. 

Terry discloses all of the limitations of the above claims except for the lugs 
having a first set having a first radial dimension and a second set having second radial 
dimension smaller than the first. 

Tighe discloses a wellbore tool that is designed to position a drill bit in a desired 
orientation in the wellbore. Tighe further teaches using a device that includes a plurality 
of spacer lugs of different radial dimensions (Figures 3 and 4). 

It would have been considered obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time the invention was made, to have modified the centralizer of Terry to include spacer 
lugs of differing radial dimensions in order to have been able to orient a down hole tool 
in certain direction such as in a horizontal or deviated wellbore. 
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Regarding claim 14: Each of the subunits includes at least one flange groove and 
each of the spacer lugs includes a lug flange that slidably engages the flange groove 
(Figures 1 and 2). 

Regarding claims 17, 24: The spacer lugs of Tighe include three different radial 
lengths. 

Regarding claim 23: Terry discloses all of the limitations of the above claims 
except for the lugs having a first set having a first radial dimension and a second set 
having second radial dimension smaller than the first. 

Tighe discloses a wellbore tool that is designed to position a drill bit in a desired 
orientation in the wellbore. Tighe further teaches using a device that includes a plurality 
of spacer lugs of different radial dimensions (Figures 3 and 4). 

It would have been considered obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time the invention was made, to have modified the centralizer of Terry to include spacer 
lugs of differing radial dimensions in order to have been able to orient a down hole tool 
in certain direction such as in a horizontal or deviated wellbore. 

Regarding claims 25, 26: Though not specifically disclosed by Tighe, the 
examiner takes Official Notice that it would be considered well known to choose the 
three different disclosed spacer lugs from different sets based upon the needs of the 
operator such as degree of deviation of the wellbore. 

14. Claims 15 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Terry in 
view of Tighe as applied to claim 13 above, and further in view of Evans. 

Regarding claim 15: Terry and Tighe disclose all of the limitations of the above 
claims except for the centralizer including at least one clamp that is removably engaged 
with the subunits and the lugs to secure the assembly. 

Evans discloses a centralizer similar to that of Terry. Evans further teaches 
extending a plurality of clamps 24 through a centralizer unit 20 and spacer lugs 40. 
Though it is not specifically disclosed that the clamps are removable, the clamps could be 
forcibly removed by a variety of means thus are considered to be removable. 
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It would have been considered obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time the invention was made, to have modified the centralizer of Terry in view of Tighe 
to include the clamps taught by Evans in order to have provided a means for not only 
securing the centralizer to the tubing but also ensuring that the spacer lugs were not 
forced from the grooves into which they were placed by a frictional build up between the 
lugs and the wellbore wall. 

Regarding claim 16: The clamps of Evans are positioned in clamp grooves 
formed in the unit and clamp slots formed in the lugs as shown in Figure 3 where it is 
shown that the clamps are seated in the clamp groove in the unit and extend through the 
clamp slot in the lugs. 

15. Claims 20 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Terry in 
view of Evans as applied to claim 18 above, and further in view of Tighe. 

Regarding claim 20: Terry and Evans disclose all of the limitations of the above 
claims except for the lugs having a first set having a first radial dimension and a second 
set having second radial dimension smaller than the first. 

Tighe discloses a wellbore tool that is designed to position a drill bit in a desired 
orientation in the wellbore. Tighe further teaches using a device that includes a plurality 
of spacer lugs of different radial dimensions (Figures 3 and 4). 

It would have been considered obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time the invention was made, to have modified the centralizer of Terry in view of Evans 
to include spacer lugs of differing radial dimensions in order to have been able to orient a 
down hole tool in certain direction such as in a horizontal or deviated wellbore. 

Regarding claim 21: The spacer lugs of Tighe include three different radial 
lengths. 


Conclusion 

16. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 
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The remaining references made of record disclose various wellbore centralizers 


and stabilizers. 

1 7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jennifer H Gay whose telephone number is (571) 272-7029. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday, 6:30-4:00 and Friday, 6:30-1:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Bagnell can be reached on (571) 272-6999. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866^21 7 7 919>£toll-free). 
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